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Remarks/ Arguments; 

I. An improper reference to Appendix A has been removed from the specification. 

II. Applicants appreciate the Examiner's Indication that claims 6-24 and 25-27 would 
be allowable if amended to overcome the objections stated in this Office Action. Applicants 
have amended their claims in a way that they believe overcomes the Examiner's objections 
regarding the grammatical structure of the claims. No new matter or substantive change to the 
scope of these claims has been introduced by this amendment. 

Claims 25 and 26 are also rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness- 
type double patenting as being unpatentable over claims 1-5 and 8 of co-pending application 
No. 10/678,367. Applicants will submit a proper disclaimer should the co-pending application 
issue before this application issues. 

Reconsideration and withdrawal of the objection is, therefore, respectfully requested. 

III. Rejection of claims under 35 U.S.C. S 103 (a) . 

Applicants respectfully disagree with the Examiner's rejection of independent claim 1 in 
view of Paniccia (US 2003/01611570 Al) because Paniccia does not show an interference zone 
outside the output end of the coupler. Panicia discloses the use of a standard MZ modulator 
wherein both converging radiation paths merge into a single exit path to form an exit. Thus in 
the Paniccia design there is no radiation interference occurring outside the physical structure of 
the coupler. Having the interference pattern occur outside the coupler permits shifting the 
pattern laterally in space thereby to laterally shift the primary constructive interference fringe 
within the interference zone in the spatial domain. By positioning one or more spatially fixed 
radiation receiver input ends in the zone one can (a) achieve maximum efficiency coupling to 
any one of the receivers input end, (b) operate the coupler as an optical switch by displacing 
the constructive interference band laterally, away from a receiver input end, and (c) switch the 
radiation between a plurality of receiver inputs placed in the open interference zone. 

The Paniccia structure does permit any of the above highly desirable applications, and 
does not suggest a coupler structure with an interference zone outside the couple end. Claim 1 
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is a somewhat broader scope version of claim 6 wliich specifically requires the converging paths 
to terminate prior to merging. However in both instances the interference zone is placed 
outside the coupler radiation paths, something that is not suggested in the prior art, including 
Paniccia and/or Sriram et al. (US 6,600,843). Amended claim 1 now malces it very clear that 
the interference zone is formed outside the physical structure of the coupler. See claim 1 ''(c) 
an interference zone outside said output end''. 

IV. Double patenting rejection. 

Claims 1-5, 25 and 26 stand provisionally rejected under the judicially created doctrine 
of obviousness type double patenting as being unpatentable over claims 1-5 and 8 of co- 
pending application No. 10/678,367. Applicants agree to submit a terminal disclaimer 
regarding these claims should the other application issue prior to the allowance of this 
application. 



CSK:rc 

Dated: August 9, 2005 



□ P.O. Box 980 

Valley Forge, PA 19482 
(610) 407-0700 



lEI P.O. Box 1596 

Wilmington, DE 19899 
(302) 778-2500 



Respectfully submitted, 




Costas S. Kril<elis, Reg. No. 28,028 
Attorney for Applicant 
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The Commissioner for Patents is hereby I hereby certify that this correspondence is being deposited 
authorized to charge payment to Deposit with the United States Postai Service as first class mail, 
Account No. 18-0350 of any fees associated with sufficient postage, in an envelope addressed to: 
with this communication. Commissioner for Patents, P.O. Box 1450, Alexandria, VA 

22313-1450 on: 

August 9, 2005 



(^^^L^ Ruth Curran 
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